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(4) correlations among the above. three areas, Nine of the 14 teachers

studied improved or maintained their instructional. skills after
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Eounty Instructional Skilis Staff Development Program as it féiétéé to
student engaged rate and student achievement.
The project was designed to accomplish two goals: to meet the

immediate need to improve student achievement; and to build site-level

resources to contlnue the process of instructional improvement after

Academic Learning Time (ALT) and student achievement.
The project design focuses on the teachers, the principals, and

ideas of Madeline Hunter at the University of California in Los
Arigeles. The program includes tralning for teachers in effective

classroom management and instructional skills. It also provides
training for the school principal. This training inciudes the
solving, and allocation of resources. Follow-up activities to assure
successful applicationn of skills taught during training are also
encouraged. Principals have been encouraged to learn to structure
meetings which will facilitate the exchange of information across
grade levels regarding students and curriculum issues.

The approach is grounded in research and seeéms to be useful at
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any grade level. It can be used with most curriculums and it does not
demand any partlcular classroom physical arrangement in order to be
implemented: In addition, the inservice training strategles model the
kinds of practices which teachers and principals are taught to use in
work together toward a common goal: student achievement.

illustrated by Figite 1. The staff development activities were
designed to have an impact on the teachers' behavior in classrooms and

on the principals' leadership skills: The improved teaching and
leadership are expected to increase students' Academic Learning Times
The 1ink between increased ALT and student achlevement has been
established (Fisher, 1978; Brophy, 1979; Stallings, 1978). Thus; to
properly evaluate the effects of such a program, each element in

Staff | . [Ciinical Supervision | | Academic [ Student
Development |=? | Teaching Behavior _ |7 |_Learning Time [~7 | Achievement
Figure 1.  The Evaluation Design

The evaluation was designed to be both summative and formative.
As soon as possible, analysis of the data were shared with the project
director,; teachers; and principals: During the past year, student
level engaged rate data were given to the teachers: This occurred in
fall 1982 and spring 1983. The teachers found the information so
useful that they requested a longer period of time to examine the data
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SAMPLE DESCRIPTIONS
Both schools serve a low soclo-economic status population and
have been receiving Title 1 funds for several years: Both schools
were required to give up these funds to accept the Follow Through
project: While there are many similaritles among the schools,; there
are also differences.
School f#1
beginning fall 1982. The decision to change principals was made by
the project director and District Superintendent. The reasons for the
change seemed to revolve around the former principal's difficulty in
communicating with the teachers and a lack of willingness to implement

The new principal in School #1 received his B.A. in History in

principal for 19 years in this district.

He has been through the same Instructional Skills and Clinical
Supervision training that forms the program evaluated here, but at a
different location and with different trainers.

There were 26 aldes working in the Bilingual, Special Education,

Title I, and School Improvement Programs In 1981-82: A Special
Education resource teacher worked 4-1/2 days a week. There were two
Special Day Class Teachers for K-3: Language Disabllity and Special
Education.

Health personnel included: one nurse one day a week; one Health
Aide five days a week; ome School Psychologist two days a week; and a

Q 3
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Speech Theraplst 4-1/2 days a week.
The school had one and one-quarter secretaries, and two
custodianss

Basellne data, spring 1982, were collected from 11 of the 16
teachers at School #1. Two teachers taught kindergarten, three taught
first grade, two taught second grade; two taught third (in combination
with other grades), and two taught fourth grade. Due to the
difficulty in obtaining pretest data from kindergarten, a decislon was
made nationally to drop kindergarten from the sample. Thus only nine
teachers are included in these analyses: The average number of years
these teachers had taught was 17, with a range from six to 26 years.
The average number of years the teachers had been teaching in this
school was eight, with a range from one to 18 years:

All teachers had completed between 45 and 100 units of post-BiA:
graduate works The teachers in this school had no inservice tralning
for the past three years because of their participation in a national
study of drug education. Two of the teachers had attended the project
RAISD training, which 1s an inservice program similar to the one being

evaluated here.

o
The principal of School #2 has been involved in this project
since its conception in the summer of 1981. He has supported his

with the project director to encourage support from the community; the
8chool board; and his teachers slnce the program recelved approval in
the fall of 1981. He has been to Washington D.C. several times to

attend project meetings:



This principal received his B:A: in History in 1973 and his M.A.
in Educational Administration in 1978. He served as a teacher in

grades K=6 from 1973 to 1977. He was an ass.stant principal of a
year-round elementary school for two years and became principal of
School #2 in 1979. He has been a primcipal at this school for four
years.

During the two years prior to this project; this principal went
Clinical Supervision that is being evaluated. In addition, he was
involved as an instructional skills trainer with the project director
in the school years 1981-82 and 1982-83:

There were five Title I aides, one Bilingual aide, a Special

teacher, one Miller Unruh Reading teacher, one part-time Speech
Therapist; one Leéarning Disability teacher (1-1/2 days per week), and
one Title VII teacher (I day per week) working at School #2 in
1981-82;

Data were collected for five of seven teachers at School #2:
Baseline data, spring 1982, were collected from one kindergarten
teacher, one first grade teacher, two teachers of second grade
(combined with other grades), and one fourth grade teacher. However,
the sample for the 1982-83 year 1s the following: one first grade
teacher, one first/second, one second/third; one third grade; and one
fourth grade teacher. The reported years of teaching experience
ranged from five to 33 with an average of 16 years. The average
nuiiber of years teaching at School #2 was nine; with a range from one
to 18 years.

All teachers had completed between 45 and 78 units of post—B.A:
5
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graduate work. As a result of participation in a multi-county staff
development program, all but one teacher had attended the RAISD

workshops and other inservice training In recent years.

METHODOLOGY

to assess program outcomes at three levels: students; teachers; and
principals: The instruments were developed during Phase I of the
study and modified in Phase II. The instruments developed for use in
Phase II of the study included: the Time On Task (TOT) observation,
The Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire, and Teacher
Attitudes and Demographics Questionnaire. All of the instruments
remained the same from pretest to posttest except the TOT.

Time On Task (TOT) Observation

The object of the Time On Task observation instrument is to
record a sample of all éfﬁaéﬁfé; attending behavior or non-productive
use of time during two periods of reading and two periods of maths
This method provides an engaged rate score for each child in the
study: The engaged rate can be linked to student achievement data for
reading and math. The following behaviors are considered Off-Task.

Off-Task Behaviors

C = Chatting: Low talking or whispering, passing notes

between students which pulls them off task

]
]

= pisruptive: Bothering a number of students, e.g:, loud
talking, throwing things; ﬁﬁéﬁiﬁg or fiéﬁfiﬁé

P = Personal Needs: Sharpening pencils, going to the tollet,
getting a drink, getting papers or books

= Uninvolved: Staring or sleeping

6 i 8
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W = Waiting:  Waiting with hand up for teacher's attentlon,
waiting for materials to be passed.

Activities

It 18 also of interest to know what was the expected activity
when students were off task. Were they supposed to be doing seat work
(silent reading or written work); listening to the teacher making
assignments or organizing (getting papers and books out); listening to
the teacher's instructions or explanation; reading aloud; taking part
in a questions/answer period (children writing math problems on the
board is included); or waiting In line or for materials.

Grouping

A third interest is to know whether the off task behavior
occurred at a tliie when the student was expected to be attending
within a small group (2~10), a large group (1l1-total), or working
alone/independent work:

Coding Procedures for the TOT

A sweep is made for off task students each five minutes. As soon
as the instructlional period officially begins; the observer writes the
time on the first sweep colufin. Observers mark each student only once

during a five minute sweep. They must watch the time carefully and

start a new sweep at the next flve minute interval.

Achievement Tests

Achievement tests were administered to the studente by each
teacher in May of each year: School #1 uses the Stanford Achievement

Test and School #2 uses the California Achlevement Test. School #1

and School #2 had made attempts to align their math curriculums with

the concepts examined in thelr achievement tests.

7
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skills, a classroom observation instrument was designed and field

tested twice before collecting data: Refinements and review by the
designer of the program,Madeline Hunter, occurred after each fleld
test.

This instrument was designed to examine a teacher's ability to
use certain specific instructional skills effectively when it is
appropriate that they be used. The instrument examines the teacher's
decision-making skills during the presentation of the lesson. The
practices

The critical issue for the observer is not whether a certain
element occurs, but:

* Was there a need for the use of that element?

* If there was a need, was it acted upon?

* If an element was used; was it used effectively?

lesson and then score the four elements on a rating scale.

Observer Training

Three observers were trained in a three-day session to tollect
data on the TOT in fall 1982. This training included three checks for
Interrater agreement in classrooms. The percent of agreement was
>90%. Amazingly, the same three observers were avallable to collect
data in the spring of 1983. A one-day training session preceeded
spring data collection. These observers also rated the teachers on
Management Skills. At School #i; each teacher was observed by two

8
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observers. At School #2 one observer collected the data, but

and 95 percent on all ratings.

The Instructional Skills data were collected by six observers who
were themselves trainers in the Madeline Hunter Model. Thus, they
started thelir observer training with a thorough knowledge of the
five-step lesson plan which was being evaluated. The training
occurred over three days. Tralning activities included discussions of
operational definitions and checks of Interrater agreement during
three in-class observations. Initlally, agreement was hard to reach
since each observer had a preconceived notion of what was good
performance on each instructional skill. After much discusslon and
delineating operational definitions, acceptable agreement levels were
reached (.75 interrater reliability). All teachers were observed by

two or more observers in the winter: In the spring; after a one-day

retraining session, the same observers collected the posttest data.

The schedule of data collection is provided inm Table 1.




Table 1
Data Collection 1982 - 1983
Spring 82 Fall 82 Winter 82 Spring 83

Time Off Task

Observations X X
Irstructional Skills
~ Observations X X
Management

Ratings _ X X
Teacher ‘

Questionnaires X x
Achievement

Tests X X

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
The analyses were conducted at three levels: child, teacher, and

school. The analyses focused upon four major areas: (1) engaged rate,
(2) achievement, (35 teachers' implementation of the Instructional
Skills program, (4) correlations between engaged rate, achievement,

and program implementation.

o

Engaged rate was computed by observing each child once every five

minutes for two reading periods and two math periods:. If the class
was fifty minutes long, there would be ten observations per perlod x
four periods. Frequencies of off task behavior were recorded during
the class period for each child:. Off task (OT) frequency was then
subtracted from the total number of observations to compute an engaged .

(EN) tate; e«.ge:

Reading Total 20 observations - 4 OT = 16 EN
Percent Engaged = 16 / 20 = 80 %
An engaged rate was then computed for each teacher By computing a mean



and standard deviation using the engaged rates of all the students in

the class: In the fall, only total engaged rate scores were computed;

Table 2 presents the mean percent of time students were engaged
in each classroom during reading and math combined for fall and during
reading and math separated for spring. The grade levels are in
ascending order for each school.
from fall 1982 to spring 1983 by approximately 8 percent. When
compared to fall scores, all of the teachers' spring classroom engaged
scores were higher in either reading or math except Teacher H.

Teachers A; C; G; and 1. No pattern was found in School #1 for
students being more engaged at higher grades: The lowest engaged
rates reported are for the kindergarten class and one third grade and

during the year,; but remained lower in engaged rate than the other
classes. Teacher H, whose scores were less good in the spring than in
the fall, seemed to have given up trying in the spring. This teacher
feit the hall noises were very distracting for the children in his
group. The school was designed for open space classrooms, but recent
attempts have been made to provide individual rooms by arranging

chalkboards and bookcases as dividers. These help with visual
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Table 2

Engaged Rates Fall and Spring

Reading Math
Teacher Grade Level {N) X SD (N) X Sp X SD
SCHOOL #1 .
® 29 572 18% 28 70% 19% 72% 15%
lat 27 73 13 30 82 13 78 15
1st 30 69 14 28 87 13 82 10
2nd 27 81 13 27 81 11 91 8
2nd 24 73 14 27 80 14 72 16
3rd 26 74 13 27 81 13 78 16
3rd 27 59 16 27 63 2 71 17
4th 29 82 10 27 78 13 76 17

4th 20 64 12 21 76 10 75 15

HNQTEOO Wi

School Score 294 70 16 238 78 16 77 15

SCHOOL #2 ) L L
A lst 25 82% 82 27 78% 12% 83% 142

B 1-2 27 71 10 21 82 10 80 8
c 2-3 23 8 10 22 81 16 89 11
D 3rd 19 9 8 23 91 9 89 8
E 4th 26 87 10 15 87 12 84 14

School Score 152 84 10 134 83 .13 .85 12

o
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School #2 started in the fall with a significantly higher engaged
rate (84%) than did School #1 (70%). Teacher D had consistently high
scores (91%, 91%; 89%). The teachers spring scores only fluctuated
three to five percentage points from the fall scores. The overall

school score did not change. There was a trend in this school for

teachers of younger children to have lower engaged rate than teachers

of older children:

Achievement
This longitudinal study has the rare opportunity teé monitor
students' achievement over several years. Successful schools, as Ron

Edmonds points out (1981), are those which help all children make
progress; low achieving and high achieving. In this study we have
tecorded the percent of children performing in each quartile of
achlevement test results. Over time, if the Instructional Skills
program is implemented and if the program is effective; there should
be fewer students in the lower quartiles and more in the upper
quartiles.

The achlevement test data gathered for Schools #1 and #2 have
been examined for such trends (see Table 3): Typically, the children

in the two schools of this study have on the average scored well below

national norms. In spring 1983, School #1 had 5% fewer children in

quartile than in spring 1982. A similar trend is found in reading:
4% fewer in the lowest quartile and 4% more In the highest quartile

it means that approxlmately ten children have shifted thelr scores

3 15



\CHOOL #
Reading

Math

CHOOL #2
Reading

Math

Total Tested
234

232

131

130

Percent of

1st Quartiie

S

1982

1983

Table 3

Students in Each Achievement Quartile

Spring 1982 and 1983

2nd Quartile

3rd Quartile

4th Quartile

267 _to S0%

1982 1983

51% to 75%

39%

30%

212

16%

34%

26%

25%

11%

25% 277

277% 21%

22% 17%

16

27%

34%

187

23%

25%

257
287

252
36%



upward in reading and math from the lowest performing group and ten

others have shifted their scores into the highest performing group.

The big shift for School #2 came in mathematics. In 1982 there
were 38% of the children performing below the 50th percentile and in
1983 only 28% were performing below the 50th percentile. There were
8% more children performing in the highest quartile (>75%). The
progress in math might be attributed to the staff's efforts to become
more aware of what math concepts were tested on the California
Achievement Test: One component of the teacher training program
included math curticulum allgnment activities. These types of
activitles were not included for reading; and reading scores at School
#2 remained at approximately the same level for 1982 and 1983:

Differences in 1982-1983 Achievement Test Scores by Cl

Reading and math scores for each teacher were examined for

for significance. The attrition rate is quite high in these schools
and thus there were approximately two-thirds of the students with a
complete set of test scores: Of the 14 classrooms of children
examined, only those children with teachers B, C, and F of School #1
4): Children in classrooms of teachers B and D in School #1 made
significant gains in mathematics.

Children in the classroom of teacher I im School #1 had
significantly lower scores on the posttest. This teacher was shifted
from an administrative role to the classroom for the last two years
before retirement. This teacher, as can be seen on the implementation
section, improved on instructional skills, but the training came too
late in the school year to counter the effect of this teacher's

15 17



TABLE 4

TESTS FOR DIFFERENCE IN READING AND MATH SCORES

PRETEST SPRING 1982  POSTTEST SPRING 1983*¢
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negative lmpact upon the students:

The children In the classroom of teacher A in School #2 had a
significantly lover score in reading on the posttest. This may be
explained in part by the fact that although 25 children had pretest
testings In this school district it appears that the upwardly mobile
families tend to move on, leaving perhaps those children who score

lower on tests.
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Are the students who achieve at the higher levels the same
students who are on task more of the time? Are children who have
limited English speaking skills off task more of the time? To examine
these and other relationships, children's engaged rates were organized
by deciles and their achievement test scores by quartiles in a two by
two table (see Table 5). These data are presented for math and
reading for each school. (Similar data are available for each
teacher's classroom from the evaluators)

(75%=100%) in School #1; 24 were off task less than 10% of the time.
Surprisingly, twelve of the ligh achieving students were off task 20%
or more of the time. In fact, one of these students was off task 50%

or more of the time. If this child is achleving at this level without

using the in-class time, it may be that the lessons are too easy. A
similar pattern (s found for two high achieving math students.
Approximately one-fourth of the lowest achieving reading and math
students were engaged in their work 90% or more of the time: This
indicates that they were listening to the teacher and working on their
lessons. However, according to the results of the achievement test,
their efforts were in vain: It is important Eﬁ;f teachers be aware of
these children's effort to stay on task and provide uappropriate
lessons 8o that they can make progress. Perhaps by the next testing,
some of these high attending low achieving children will move upward

to the 2nd quartiie.
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Table 5
Reading and Math Achievement Quartiles
and Time Off Task Deciles by School

€ .i00L #1
o 100-96  89-80 79-70 69-60 59-50 <50
Quartile 0-10% 11-20% 21-30% 31-40% 41-50% 50-100% Total
_0-25% 23 20 16 14 84
26-50% 24 16 13 66
51=75% 14 9 13 43
76-100% 24 14 4 50
Total 85 59 4o 2 243

- R
O U UY B~
A

1

Math Off Task Deciles
0-25% 16 14 17 10
26-507% 21 13 14 11
51-75% 24 12 9 7
76-100% 15 22 10 4
Total 76 61 50 32
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34
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The achievement and engaged rate patterns for children in School
#2 are more predictable. Over one-half of the 26 children who were
achieving in the top quartile of reading were on task 90% or more of
the time and only three of the high achieving §t§aéﬁt§ were of f task
more than 20% of the time. Th
the time was a low achieving student. Of the 41 children in School #2
who were engaged in the’r reading 96% or more of the time, 14 were in
the highest achievement quartile and the remaining 27 were evenly
distributed across the 1st; 2nd, and 3rd quartiles (see Table 5).

Overall; the children in School #2 were better prepared in math.
Over 707% of the 114 tested were above the 50th percentile. Of these
81, 30 children performing above the national norm were engaged in
their work 90% or more of the time. Interestingly, eight of the 13
children in the lowest achievement group (lst quartile) were also on
task 90% or more of the tiiie during the observed math classes.

Apparently there is not a perfect correlation between high
engaged rate and high achievement or off task behavior and low
achievement. Some children pay attention and still achleve poorly,
others are off task and still do well academically. In elther case
there 1s something for teachers to learn about appropriate lessons and

siotivating children to use their time productively:

A .31 correlatlon (p<.001) was found between the math and reading
engaged rate scores for the 340 children observed in both subjects.
Even though significant, a .31 correlation is low and means that a
considerable number of children were not engaged at the same rate im

both subjects: Figure 2 Illustrates this correlation.
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The letters on the figure represent the number of children at any
one point; e.g.; A=l child, Ga7 children. In the upper left corner of
the figure are those children who were highly engaged in reading but
not in math. In the lower right corner are those chlldren who were
highly engaged in math but not in reading. The engaged rate of these

children must be related to the subject rather than to lack of ability

to pay attention during class time. Teachers' awareness of these

left corner are not engaged in either reading or math. These children
most 1ikely need help in building concentration 8kills to help them

stay engaged during academic class times

80% of the time: 1In this study,; 137 of the 351 children observed in
math did not meet this criterion: Of the 357 children observed in
reading, 127 were engaged less than 80%. This suggests that teachers
need to consider their organizational strategies and plan lessons that
will help the chronically off task children use the available time



The limited English speaking children at School #2 were taught in
special classes. Thus; they were not observed in the reading or math
classes and were not included in the achievement test sample.

Fifty-eight LES children were Included in School #1's sample. Of
these, 75% tested below the 25th percentile on the reading test,
that level (see Table 6). This poor reading performance on the part
of the LES children ls not surprising glven their problem in

understanding the language: They tested somewhat better in math,
which depends more on symbols and less on language (see Table 6). 1In
spite of their difficulty with the language, the LES children were as
attentive during the reading classes as were the other children.

Approximately one-third of all the children were engaged 90% or more

of the time. In math; 40% of the LES children were engaged over 90%
of the time compared to 30%Z of the other children who were engaged at

that rate.
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Table 6

LIMITED ENGLISH SPEAKING STUDENTS

School #1 Reading and Math \chievement and Time Off Task
ding Achievenent Quartiles _0-25% 26-50% 51-75 _76-100% Total
Limited English Speaking 4 12 3 0 59
Non Limited English Speaking 59 _59 43 52 gl}
Total 103 71 46 52 272
h Achievement Quartiles
Lifiited English Speaking 31 18 6 3 58
Non Limited English Speaking 52 57 51 54 214
Total 83 75 57 57 272
ding Time Off Task Deciles _0-10%  11-20% 21-30%  41-40% 51-50% 50-100% _Total
Limited English Speaking 17 13 9 6 5 2 52
Non Limited English Speaking 68 _46 37 _19 _15 1 192
Total 85 59 46 25 20 9 244
i Time Off Task Deciles
Limited English Speaking 21 1 13 4 2 1 52
Non Limited English Speaking 55 50 37 28 8 8 186
Total 76 61 50 32 10 9 238




The Instructional Skills program is comprised of four separate
skills: Anticipatory Set,; Instruction, Gulded Practice, and

in reading and math for each component and a total score which was the
sum of all components. The total number of points that could be
received was 88. Before looking at individual teachers' scores, it is
of Interest to see which components were best implemented before and
after the training period.

To compute the percent of implementation for each component, the
combined teacher scores were divided by the number of teachers x the
number of possible points. Table 7 displays these winter and spring
implementation scores.

Table 7

Winter and Spring Implementation Scores

Math Reading Math Reading
Anticipatory Set 41% 502 63% 63%
Instruction 577% 597% 67% 67%
Guided Practice 562 52% 71% 627

Independent Practice 44% 45% 63% 612

Except for "Independent Practice" and "Set" In math, the teachers
the training program started. The training was provided during
February, March, and April. The first component taught was
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"Anticipatory Set" and this component was implemented 21% better in
math and 13% better in reading after the training. "Instruction" was
taught next in the training program; and this improved by

"Guided Practice" was taught late in April just before the post
observations: The highest implementation score on the table 1s in
math "Guided Practice". Guided practice requires teachers to check
children for understanding and monitor their work to be certain they
are doing it correctly:. The structure of math lessons seems to lend
itself to guided practice, e.g:, it may take the form of large or
assignments on the chalkboard: Reading lessons are more likely to
have the teacher instructling one small group while other students are

"Independent Practice' was taught late in the spring training
program. Nevertheless, the teachers improved 19% in math and 16% in
reading on this component. It means that children were given
were certain they could do the work alone and not fiake errors.

For only three months of training, the implementation change
scores are impressive, but allow for continued improvement in Phase
III. Of course; within each school there were teachers who
tmplemented the program at very high levels and thosz who did not.

The ranges were from 86% by Teacher B in School #2 to a low of 29% by
Teacher H in School #1. The teachers' pretest and posttest raw scores
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TABLE 9
INSTRUCTIONAL SKILLS IMPLEMENTATION WINTER AND SPRING SCORES - SCHOOL #2

ANTICIPATORY o o INDEPENDENT o
SET  INSTRUCTION  GUIDED PRACTICE  PRACTICE TO0TAL

EADING  WIR 82 SPR 83 WIR 82 SPR 835 WIR 82 SPR 83 WIR 82 SPR 85  WIR 82 SPR 83

TEACHER A 13.5  11.0 19.0  25.0 7.0 22.0 5.5 11,5 55.0 69,5

iS|§ élé 36!5 28!0 éi'lg 26!0 iilg 9!6 82!0 5é|§

14,0 12,5 19.0 18.0 18.5 18.5 5.0 8.0 56,5 57.0
10,5 11.5 24,0 27.5 22.0 24,0 8.0 10.0 64.5 73.0

11.0 6.5 22,5 21.5 19.5  24.0 5.0 10.0 58.0 62.0

m o O o

AVERAGE 13.0  10.0 23.0  24.0 19.0  22.0 7.0 10.0 62.0 66.0

8.0 11.5 17.5  28.0 4.5  23.5 8.5 8.5 4.5 71.5
4.0  13.0 26,0 26.5 25.0  26.5 10.5 11.0 75.5  77.0

14,0 13.5 20.0 0.0 18.5 24,0 10,0 9,0 €2.6 46,5

14,0  10.5 25.0 28.5 19.0 27.0 9.0 10.0 67.0 76.0
8.0 11,0 18.0  26.5 15.0 24,5 8.0 14.0 49.0 76.0

m O O o >

ScHooL e . S o o
AVERAGE 11.0 11.0 20.0 21.0 18.0  25.0 9.0 10.0 58.0 67.0




Overall, the teachers in School #1 improved their implementatlon

scores somewhat on each of the four variables in reading and math
classes:. Teachers X, C, D, F, and I improved impressively in using
"Instructional Skil1s" in reading. Teachers B, C, and E improved all
four variables in implementing the program in math. Teacher D
implemented the program better in reading and math than did other
teachers and also had the him r student engaged rate of all teachers
in the study (91%).

Several teachers in School #1 made very little improvement and
some teachers (G and H) actually did less well in the spring than in
the winter. These teachers also had a higher percent of children off
task than other teachers. It appears that teachers who implement the
model well also were able to keep students on task during the

instruction perilods.

his teachers; consequently the teachers started ir the winter with
higher implementation scores than did teachers in School #s However,
by spring School #1 had caught up on "Set" and "Instructlion" in

One anomaly in School #2's data is Teacher B. She started the
study with scores higher than any other teacher. She had received

some training in the Instructional Skills program during the previous
years. Although her scores stayed quite high, they were not
maintained at the high level recorded on the winter precbservation.
Another anomaly occurred with Teacher € in math: She had 20 points
for Instruction during the pretest and 0 points on the
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postobservation: The observer's log indicated that her lessons in
math for the two observed days were review: new information or

concepts were not introduced: In reading her score for Instruction

remained approximately the same in winter and spring.

Correlations

To examine the relationship between stident engaged rates,
instructional skills, Spearman rank order correlations were computed
using the 14 teachers for whom there were complete data sets. The
correlations were computed separately for reading and math. The
results of these analyses are presented in Tables 10 and 11:

There were 12 significant relationships found between student
engaged rate; 1983 math achievement test scores; and Instructional
Skills: Total Instructional Skills scores corretated (r=:73) with
with gain in math. These are impressive figures even with only 13
teachers in the sample:

As may be expected, the Instructional Skills total score
correlated significantly with all four subscales and the subscales
tended to correlate with each other. Guided Practice seemed to be omne
of the most effective components in that it related importantly with

1983 math scores, math gain scores; and engaged rate. Independent

Practice related to 1983 math scores and engaged rate: Instruction
related only to engaged rate and Set related only the math galn

scores.,



Table 10 .
READING -~ Speatman Correlation Coefficients, Spring 1983 '

Mean Mean  Instructionsl Anticipatory Gulded  Independent

Achievement  Gaim Skills Set  Instruction  Practice  Practice

Engaged re 65 3 43 1 46 43 43

Rité b Ll 21 12 63 09 A1 13
e xe S ST I
Achievement ] 42 .65 .66 64 34 W3
Neai i = =18 0 =0 =9 =
Gain P ¢ .38 1.00 81 Wl A2
Instruct fonal t= 69* 97* 195% 68

Skills P ¢ .01 .01 01 01
Kit{cipatory = 64* 55 33

Set P ¢ 01 4 2

T €

Instryct fon t= G T
' 01 01

Guided ;s 59t
Practice P L 03

o i Standard -
Variable Number Mean Deviation Median Minimum Maximum

Engaged Rate 14 80.13 2.0 8077 6335 91,30
Mean Achievenent 14 45,54 9,60 47,96 27,85 59.26
Mean Gain 4 -060 1035 -161  -2410  17.9%
Instructional Skiils o %2 1830 5950 3050 BLOO
Anticipatory Set. G 10,01 286 10,25 500 15,00
Instruction 14 21,57 6.11 21,25 12,50 30.50
Guided Practice b 1.2 8.8 90,25 200 26:00
Independent Practice 14 7.3 3,20 8,00 200 12,00

[ 3

Jeignificant at .05 or above

ERLﬂ5 . | - 36




e,

Enpaged
Rate
Mean
Achievement
Mean
Gain
Iﬁsﬁfﬁégidﬁéi
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Practice
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Guided Practice
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table 11

MATH -- Spearman Correlation Coefficients; Sprimg 1983
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Skills
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Practice  _ Practice.
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36
20
59k
03

Numbet

Mean

LT3
01
1%
01
6k
0

Standard
Deviation

31
06

47
.09

62¢
.02

81%
01

Median

Mindmum

T6*
1
7%
.01
1%
03
20
.01
704
01
0
01

Maximum

14
14
14
13
14
14
13
1

ir‘;nificant at .05 or above

80,46
52,81

2,06
59.17
10,04
21,29
19,62

1:51

6.18
16.11
7:60
20,54

19.18
5,10

2.67
68,00
11,25
23,50
23,50

7:50

71,85
2115
- 14.60
12:00
3,50

90.53
78.19
13:48
1750
13.50
30.50
21,00
14.00
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.01

3%
01
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Overall we must conclude that the use of the Instructional Skills
classes and in promot’ng student gains in mathematics.
For reading there were very few significant correlations.

Reading gain was not even related to 1983 achievement test scores

rate was related to spring 1983 achlevement test scores (r=.65) but
was not related to reading gain scores. There were only low
correlations between engaged rate and three of the Instructional
Skills variables: JInstruction (r=.43), Guided Practice (r=.45), and
Independent Practice (r=.43). Total Instructional Skills did
correlate with all four subscales; and the four subscales correlated
with each other, but not with student achlevement in reading:

and math may be in the different procedures used to teach math and
reading. A reading lesson is likely to have several objectives, e:g:,
learning to incode and decode syllables and words. Multiple
objectives may, in fact, be confusing to children. The Set and Guided
Practice may be embedded in the instructlion. Teachers tend to have
set routines for teaching several reading groups and these procedures
to lncorporate the Instructional Skills Into math lessons because; on
the average; teachers improved reading implementation by 9.3 points
from winter to spring, while on math they improved by 24 points during

the same time period.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Napa County Follow Through version of Madeline Hunter's

and implementation in the classroom can be measured. The observation
system developed for the project was sensitive enough to measure
teachers' iuse of four model componients before and after the training
program. Although the Hunter model of education has beed used widely
throughout the United States, it has not been previously
systematically observed so that the quality and quantity of the
implementation were measured. This study of implementation makes a
major contribution toward validating the Hunter model.

Nine of the 14 teachers in the study improved or maintained their

Student engaged rate was measured in the fall and spring for
every child in the study: Students in all of the classrooms except
one were more attentive to thelr lessons in the spring of 1983 than In
the fall of 1982,

As in studies by Brophy and Evertson (1974), and Stallings

(1975); student engaged rate and achievement in math and reading were
significantly correlated (p < .01). With such correlations, it is
still important to remember this is not a perfect relationship:
thirty-two children testing below the 25th percentile were found to be
on task 90% or more of the time: Since none of these children were
ldentified as being unable to learn, it appears that the lessons may
have been inappropriate. Another five children were off task 50% or

lessons may also have been inappropriately easy: Imagine what they

might do if they gave good attention.
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Another finding was that engaged rate is not constant across
subject matter. Some étﬁaéﬁt§ highly engaged in reading classes were
not so highly engaged during math period. Other students highly
engaged in math were off task often during reading. These students’
propensity to stay on task may be conditioned by their interest in the

subject matter. Another interesting analysis of the data was

for first grades and fourth grades: The first grades tended to be on
task for ten minutes and then off task. The fourth grades duration

important implication for planning lessons and length of time
allocated to one activity.
Achievement gains for each school were examined by comparing the

1982 and 1983. School #1 had 5% fewer students below the 25th
percentile in 1983 and 4% more above the 75th percentile. Students In
School #2 stayed about the same in reading but made shifts upward in
math in the lowest quartile and the highest quartile. These data

The major purpose of the study was to examine the iéiéiiéﬁéﬁiﬁ
between student engaged rates and achievement in math and reading and
program implementation: All of these relationships will be examined
over the three years of the project.

The Spearman correlatlons confiriied hypothesis regarding the
positive relatlonships between student engaged rate and achievement in

math and reading: Interestingly, the hypothesis regarding positive
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implementation was confirmed for math but not for reading.

At this point, it 1s hard to explain the difference in findings
for reading and math. It may be that the more linear structure of
math makes it easier to implement the components of instructional
skills and make it easier to observe than is reading. Reading tends

to be taught in several small groups and the four model components may
not be implemented in each group or it may be harder for the observer
to follow and record the many changes of activities in a reading
ciass. In the latter case, the error is in the measurement.
Fortunately, this analysis using the same instruments will be
conducted for data collected in 1983, 1984 and 1984-1985. Control
classrooms will be included in these studies. If che findings of this
study are replicated, we will have more confidence in the results, and
conclude that Hunter's Instructional Skills model is effective for
math and not for reading. At this time, it is premature to make such
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subject matter. Some students highly engaged in reading classes were
not so highly engaged during math period. Other students highly
engaged in math were off task often during reading. These students'
propensity to stay on task may be conditioned by thelr interest in the
subject matter. Another interesting analysis of the data was
conducted by Rogosa (1984). He looked at the duration of engaged rate
for first grades and fourth grades. The first grades tended to be on
task for ten minutes and then off task. The fourth grades duration
rates were longer (20 minutes). Findings such as these could have

important implication for planning lessons and length of time
allocated to one activity.

Achievement gains for each school were examined by comparing the
change in the number of students in each quartile of achlevement in
1982 and 1983. School #1 had 5% fewer students below the 25th
percentile In 1983 and 4% more above the 75th percentile. Students In
School #2 stayed about the same in reading but made shifts upward in
math in the lowest quartile and the highest quartile. These data
suggest that the lowest and highest performing students are making
progress, particularly in mathematics.

The major purpose of the study was to examine the relationship
program lmplementation. All of these relationships will be examined
over the three years of the project.

The Spearman correlations confirmed hypothesis regarding the
positive relationships between stiudent engaged rate and achievement in
math and reading. Interestingly, tﬁé.ﬁiﬁbtﬁééié regarding positive
relationship between engaged rate, student achlevement and program
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implementation was confirmed for math but not for readlng.

At this point; it is hard to explain the difference in findings
for reading and math: It may be that the more linear structure of
math makes it easier to lmplement the components of lnstructional
skills and make it easler to observe than is reading. Reading tends

to be taught in several small groups and the four model components may

not be implemented in each group or it may be harder for the observer
to follow and record the many changes of activities in a reading
class. In the latter case, the error is in the measurement:
Fortunately, this analysis using the same Instruments will be
conducted for data collected in 1983; 1984 and 1984-1985. Control
classtrooms will be included in these studies: If the findings of thls
study are replicated, we will have more confidence in the results, and
math and not for reading: At thls time, it is premature to make such

a conclusion and our finding must be regarded as tentative.
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